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This scenario study examined fairness perceptions of rule violations and
punishment in an organizational team setting. Participants read one of 16 scenarios in
which an integral team member violates an organizational rule and subsequently is
punished. Participants then answered 12 items assessing perceptions of fairness for the
punished employee and for the non-punished team members, and the likelihood the
punishment will deter future misconduct for the punished employee and for the
teammates. This study examined two levels of misconduct severity (moderate and
severe), two levels of punishment severity (moderate and severe), two types of
punishment distribution (consistent and conditional), and two types of situational urgency
(urgent and non-urgent). The rule violations and punishments used in this study were
chosen from those evaluated in a stimulus-rating study calibrating violations and
punishments in an organizational team setting (Shoenfelt, 2015). Overall, consistently
applying punishment had a highly significant effect on perceptions of fairness to the
punished team member and teammates, and on the likelihood the punishment will deter
future misconduct by the punished team member and teammates.
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Introduction
At first glance, the concept of justice and fairness seems simple and matter of fact.
A situation can be black and white, a choice can be right or wrong, and a firm system of
crime and punishment is presumed. However, upon closer inspection, the complexities of
fairness and justice assumptions are quite evident. One reason for this complexity is
fairness and justice are not experienced in a vacuum. Fairness and justice are constantly
viewed through the lens of individual perception. This perception is based partly on life
experiences and, therefore, may differ across individuals.
Individual differences in perceptions of justice are found in the workplace, as
well. Punishment or disciplinary actions against employees for workplace violations may
seem fair to some but not to others depending on their perceptions, experience, and
position in the workplace. Miles’ Law (1978) “Where you stand depends on where you
sit” is a very accurate description of workplace fairness and justice.
Can employee perceptions be pre-determined and therefore mitigated or, better
still, utilized for a more favorable long term outcome? Can the disciplinary process itself
serve not only as a corrective tool to correct behavior or serve as a warning about future
behavior, but as a reassurance to employees that the “system” is just and fair? If this
reassurance can be accomplished, disciplinary action could in fact benefit the
organization by increasing employee satisfaction, which will improve perceptions going
forward. Of course, the opposite also can be true. If the system is viewed as unfair and
unjust, negative employee reactions can have far reaching organizational effects long
after the initial disciplinary action was issued. The current study examined justice
perceptions of disciplinary actions involving employees in an organizational team setting.
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Participants read a brief scenario depicting an integral team member who violates
an organizational policy and is subsequently punished. Violation severity, punishment
severity, time urgency, and consistency of applying the punishment were manipulated.
The results of the study identified how these factors impact employee perceptions of
fairness of the disciplinary action and the deterrence of future misconduct by both the
punished employee and teammates.
Organizational Justice
Organizational Justice is defined as individual perceptions of fairness in the work
setting (Greenberg, 1996), and is made up of three components: procedural justice,
distributive justice, and interactional justice. All three components are integral to
understanding employee perceptions and will be discussed in detail in the following
sections. Organizational justice can be viewed from a prescriptive or descriptive approach
(Cropanzano et al., 2007). Prescriptive approaches seek to determine which actions are
truly just using a logical or objective method. On the other hand, descriptive approaches
aim to understand what causes individuals to view a specific event as just or not. Justice,
in this sense, is subjective because it is based on the perceptions of individuals rather than
on a moral code.
But why is justice important and how does it affect employee perceptions?
Cropanzano et al. (2001) suggested there are three main reasons justice matters to
employees. The first is the long-range benefits. People agree to work for an organization
with an understanding of how they are going to be treated by the organization. If an
organization is just, expectations for how s/he will be treated should be easy for the
worker or employee. Employees prefer justice because it gives them the opportunity to
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predict and possibly control outcomes that are likely to be distributed by the organization.
The second reason justice matters is social consideration. Individuals want to be accepted
and valued by people in positions of power. People do not want to be taken advantage of
and justice is central to this concern. If an organization is just it makes individuals feel
they are respected and have a low risk of mistreatment (Tyler & Blader, 2000). The third
and final reason for the importance of justice is ethical considerations. Justice is
important because people believe it is the way that they should be treated (Folger, 2001).
This factor can play a role in perceptions of justice even if the ethical mistreatment was
not directed at them personally, but only something they witnessed (Ellard & Skarlicki,
2002).
Procedural Justice
Procedural justice is defined as the fairness of processes used by the organizations
when making decisions. Procedural justice has been linked to job satisfaction,
organizational commitment, organizational citizenship behavior, and overall job
performance (Colquitt, 2004).
Two theories have shown why procedural justice is important to perceptions of
fairness: the instrumental model and the relational model. According to Thibaut and
Walker (1975), the instrumental model states that individuals want the opportunity to
raise their concerns and potentially impact the decision that follows. This factor is often
called voice. When individuals are given voice it means they are able to provide input to
the decision maker (Bies & Shapiro, 1988). It is important to distinguish that voice is not
supposed to be used with malicious intent, but instead used to have a positive impact
towards future improvement (Gorden, Infante, & Graham, 1988). If individuals are given
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the opportunity to participate in decision making, they are more likely to be pleased with
the organization overall. There are many ways an organization can include voice in their
procedures, some of which are through committees and employee assistance programs
(Sheppard, Lewicki, & Minton, 1992). However, it has been found that the type of
procedure used by the organization is not as important as the employee perception that
voice is available (Lind & Tyler, 1988).
The relational model, on the other hand, states that people not only care about
immediate outcomes but about their future relationship with the organization (Tyler &
Lind, 1992). The relational model states that three factors can impact individual
perceptions of fairness: neutrality, trustworthiness, and standing. Neutrality refers to the
person in power treating all equally, trustworthiness refers to how much the person in
authority can be trusted to be fair, and standing refers to the overall standing that a
specific individual has within a group. If these three factors are met by the organization
then employees are more likely to view their employers in a positive and fair light.
It is important to note that in decisions resulting from procedures such as
performance appraisal and compensation plans, individuals were more likely to support a
decision they did not perceive as best as long as the decision-making process was
perceived to be fair (Bies & Shapiro, 1988). Thibaut and Walker (1975) stated that
procedural justice is based on control. If individuals who are part of the dispute are able
to have control over the evidence presented during the procedure, they are more likely to
view that scenario as fair. In addition, Leventhal (1980) stated procedural justice
procedures are likely to be found fair if they follow six specific rules: (a) if the
procedures are consistent across people and time, (b) if they are based on information that
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is accurate, (c) if they are unbiased and (d) correctable, (e) are representative of all
concerns in the group, and (f) if they follow ethical guidelines.
Distributive Justice
Distributive justice deals with the perceptions of fairness of the distribution of
organizational outcomes. Examples of distributive justice are pay and promotion
decisions. Fairness perceptions potentially can have a very strong impact on an
organization and its employees. If individuals feel the decisions in an organization are
unfair, it will have a negative impact on them cognitively, affectively, and behaviorally
(Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001). An example of this situation is if an employee feels a
promotion given to a co-worker was not fair or justified, this employee may start showing
anger and hostility, and potentially lower his work productivity. Even though there are
many factors that impact distributive justice, it is best explained by Equity Theory.
Equity theory in general terms outlines that individuals are primarily interested in
how much s/he gains from a situation relative to how much s/he contributed. Adams
(1963) drew from multiple other theories to outline the main tenets of Equity. First, he
stated that individuals assess the ratio of their outcomes and inputs relative to the same
ratio of others. Second, if these two ratios are perceived to be unequal, there is inequity or
unfairness. Third, individuals will feel dissonance if they perceive the ratios to be unfair,
whether that be in the form of over-reward or under-reward. Finally, the higher the stress
an individual feels, the harder she will work to correct the perceived unfairness and
reduce feelings of distress.
However, distributive justice is not only about equity. Cropanzano et al. (2007)
outlined three allocation rules that could potentially lead to distributive justice: equality,
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equity, and need. Equality refers to all individuals receiving the same outcomes no matter
how much they contribute. Equity, which was discussed earlier, refers to outcomes
individuals receive proportional to their contributions. Finally, need refers to outcomes
allocated based on who has the most need.
Interactional Justice
Interactional justice refers to the human side of organizational justice.
Specifically, it refers to the fairness of the treatment of employees by their supervisor
when procedures are put in place (Bies & Moag, 1986). Interactional justice differs from
both procedural and distributive justice because employees react negatively toward the
individual, not the organization, if there are perceptions of injustice (Cohen-Charash &
Spector, 2001). Interactional justice is made up of two parts: interpersonal and
informational justice. Interpersonal justice is how people perceive they are treated by
authority figures (Bies & Moag, 1986). Positive interpersonal justice has been linked to
higher performance, job satisfaction, trust, and organizational citizenship behaviors
(Cropanzano, Prehar, & Chen, 2002). On the other hand, informational justice refers to
how individuals perceive explanations for decisions or procedures. If employees feel the
information provided is adequate and honest, they are more likely to think supervisors are
just (Colquitt, 2001). Informational justice is important because it shows that the
organization respects their employees; informational justice can lead to fewer negative
actions by the individuals in the workplace (Greenberg, 1993b).
Discipline
Discipline, in general terms, is future oriented and focuses on promoting a new
and anticipated behavior. In the eyes of the employee, the term discipline is used to
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define a formal sanction delivered by the organization, such as formal warnings (Arvey &
Jones, 1985). Organizational discipline has multiple facets. According to McAfee and
Chadwin (1981), each disciplinary system is made up of three parts: design of the system,
information dissemination, and implementation. When designing a disciplinary system,
one of the major factors that impacts its success is the approach used. The question of
who determines the content of the system is important because when employees are able
to contribute, they feel the system is more fair than if the decisions were made
autocratically. The second step of a disciplinary system is the dissemination of
information. It is vital that information about organizational policies and sanctions for
violations is communicated to every employee in the organization. Employees need to
have a working knowledge of the rules, but they also need to know where they can
receive more information if they have any questions. McAfee and Chadwin (1981) stated
that employers can distribute this information either through word of mouth or written
media such as handbooks or posters. The third factor of disciplinary systems is
implementation. Once the policies are known by all employees, it is important for the
processes to be upheld consistently by the supervisors. The next section will discuss the
component that is used to uphold their disciplinary systems, punishment.
Punishment
Even though the terms discipline and punishment are sometimes used
interchangeably, it is important to detail the proper distinction between the two.
Punishment is commonly defined as the infliction of a penalty in response to a negative
act or behavior. Specifically, punishment is defined as the presentation of an aversive
event or the removal of a positive event following an action which then decreases the
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chances of that action occurring again in the future (Skinner, 1938). Arvey and
Ivancevich (1980) indicated punishment can occur under two specific circumstances. The
first is when an aversive event is presented after a specific response. The second, which is
much more common in organizational settings, is when a stimulus becomes conditioned
through repeated pairing with an event that is already deemed aversive in itself, such as
warnings or gestures. In these situations, the aversive stimulus can either be used as a
punishment to try and decrease the negative action or it could be used as a warning of
what could potentially happen if the specific actions are continued.
Characteristics of Punishment
Ball and Sims (1991) outlined five characteristics of punishment: (a) explanation,
(b) subordinate control, (c) counseling, (d) arbitrariness, and (e) privacy. If individuals
are given an explanation of why they are receiving punishment and if it is deemed
adequate and sincere, then the punishment will be perceived as more fair. If the
individual administering the punishment is able to back up their reason for the
punishment with facts that are deemed fair, then employee performance and satisfaction
are not impacted (Ball & Sims, 1991).
Subordinate control is simply that an employee needs to feel they have some
control in the punishment process. Control can be broken down into two aspects, process
control and decision control (Ball & Sims, 1991). Process control refers to the amount of
control the individual was given over the procedures that were used to handle the dispute.
Decision control refers to the amount of control the individual was given over the actual
outcome. As stated earlier, the more control an individual is given in the situation of
dispute, the more likely s/he is to deem the situation as fair.
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The third characteristic of punishment, counseling, represents the individual’s
perception that the punishment is a learning experience in which his or her needs are
taken into consideration and that the punishment is being used to help improve future
work performance. It is critical that the supervisor is supportive and details what
behaviors could be used in the future to replace the behavior being punished. In addition,
Baron (1988) found that individuals who were given constructive criticism were less
angry and tense and were more likely to handle the next disagreement head-on instead of
avoiding the situation. For punishment to be viewed as counseling, the employees must
be given the opportunity to state their own opinions as well as present evidence in their
defense, and the supervisor must give these statements legitimate consideration (Ball &
Sims, 1991). Supervisor demeanor can play a large role in how the employee reacts to the
punishment. If the supervisor is angry, the employee is more likely to respond with anger.
It is important for the supervisor to stay in control of their emotions during this time so
that the employee will view the punishment with more self-evaluation and acceptance
rather than anger and hostility.
Arbitrariness refers to how well the punishment is aligned with organizational
rules and procedures. More specifically, arbitrariness refers to employee perceptions that
the punishment does not align with these rules. In the case of a punishment scenario, the
subordinate needs to expect a predictable response from the supervisor. Timeliness also
plays a key role in the perception of the employee. If the timing of the punishment is too
close to the event, then the employee may view it as “lashing out” instead of a fair
procedure. If punishment is viewed as arbitrary, it is more likely to be perceived as unfair
by the employee. Finally, Ball and Sims (2001) deemed privacy as the fifth characteristic
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of punishment. Privacy states that punishment should be applied in a private setting. If
individuals are punished in front of other people, they are more likely to feel
embarrassed, angry, and stressed. In addition, if punishment is delivered in a more public
setting, the employee will feel as though the entire procedure was not fair and will be
more likely to have a negative view of the entire process as well as the organization.
Effectiveness of Punishment
Experience indicates that not all punishment is effective either as a deterrent to
future behavior or as proof the system is fair (Arvey & Ivancevich, 1980). How can one
ensure that the punishment dispensed by an organization is most effective? Arvey and
Ivancevich (1980) outlined six variables that can influence the effectiveness of
punishment. The first is the timing of the punishment. Punishment can be explained
during the negative event or after, whether it be immediately or sometime later. However,
the closer the aversive action is delivered to the negative response, the more effective it
will be. The longer the time that lapses between the aversive action and the negative
response, the more effectiveness decreases. The second factor is the intensity of the
punishment. Arvey and Ivancevich (1980) found that for punishment to be effective, it
has to be intense. Thus, punishment should start at a relatively high level. However, on
the other side of the spectrum, Parke (1972) found that high intensity punishments may
cause anxiety and lead to an individual being unable to learn the difference between the
positive and negative response. A potential solution to this issue would be for
organizations to use a moderate level of punishment. This compromise has been shown to
work as long as it involves the organization having clear levels of punishment known and
understood in advance (Parke, 1972).

10

The third factor that can influence the effectiveness of punishment is the
employee’s relationship with the punishing agents (Arvey & Ivancevich, 1980). When
this relationship is positive and strong then there will be positive behavioral outcomes.
The fourth factor issued by Arvey and Ivancevich is the schedule of the punishment.
Specifically, does the punishment occur after every response, a scheduled time, or after a
scheduled number of events have occurred? It is important for the effectiveness of
punishment that the supervisor uses a continuous schedule in which punishment is
consistently applied after every negative action. For example, Arvey and Jones (1985)
found that individuals who were punished consistently for absenteeism were less likely to
be absent than were individuals who were punished irregularly. In all of these situations,
consistency is important across employees, time, and managers. If consistency is not
practiced then the individuals will perceive the punishment as not fair and individuals
will not take full advantage of disciplinary situations as a learning experience.
The fifth factor that Arvey and Ivancevich (1980) discussed is the provision of
rationale; specifically, a clear rationale should be provided during the process. Parke
(1972) indicated that providing clear and unmistakable reasons why the punishment is
occurring and what will happen if the negative actions continue is vital for punishment to
be effective. If individuals are given reasons for the punishment, the intensity of the
punishment may not matter. The sixth and final factor that was discussed is that
punishment effectiveness can be greater if there are alternative responses available
(Arvey & Ivancevich, 1980). If the employees are given alternative actions to the specific
negative action, they are more likely to make changes in the future. Positive
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reinforcement is key because, first, individuals will avoid the negative action and, second,
a different desired action is rewarded instead of punished.
Observers and Punishment
It is important to understand how punished individuals may react to discipline and
punishment in organizations. However, the individual being punished is not the only
person who can be impacted by punishment. In our society, teams are becoming an
integral part of every organization; if an individual on a team is punished, it will impact
others on the team. Observers of punishment form their own opinions about its fairness
and base these judgements on many different factors (Arvey & Jones, 1985). Some of
these factors include the individual’s own knowledge about the offense, if the severity of
the punishment fits the crime, and the consistency of the punishment. If observers have
witnessed other people committing a similar negative act who did not get punished, they
are more likely to see the decision by the supervisor as unjust. Also, if the punishment
that the observer witnesses is severe, they are more likely to take notice and make sure
that they do not commit that action in the future (Trevino, 1992).
There are different theories that incorporate the idea of learning through
observation; however, the main one is social learning theory. Social learning theory states
that individuals learn much of their behavior through the observation of others (Bandura,
1977). According to Bandura (1977), observational learning is a four step process: an
individual notices something in the environment, s/he remembers it, this memory
produces a behavior, and then the environment delivers a consequence. As is shown in
the four step process, social learning theory is not just about the individual; it also
involves the environment in which the individual finds herself/himself. When social
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learning theory is applied to punishment in a business setting, employees who see
someone else being punished are able to remember that information and choose their next
step accordingly.
Overall, it is important for organizations to remember that punishment not only
has an impact on the punished individual but on every employee in the company. As
stated previously, individuals learn much of their information through observation.
Factors such as whether the punishment was consistently administered or fit the crime
will be remembered. This information will not only effect an individual’s perception, but
also any decisions they make in the future in regard to the organization.
Individual Differences
The literature thus far indicates that the punishment process has to follow certain
guidelines to be perceived as fair to employees. Now we must examine other factors that
determine individual perceptions, factors that have nothing to do with the organization
itself. Individual characteristics such as age, gender and attitude can have a significant
impact on one’s perception of punishment. Gender is one key factor that has been
examined extensively in the study of differences in perception of punishment and fairness
is gender. Kulik et al. (1996) found that women were more sensitive to interpersonal
issues and men were more sensitive to material outcomes. In other words, women are
going to perceive procedures that focus on neutrality as fair, whereas men are going to be
more interested in procedures that reflect their contributions. In terms of procedural
justice, Leventhal and Lane (1970) found that with rewards, men were more interested in
themselves whereas women were more focused on protecting the entire group.
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Ball, Trevino, and Sims (1992) outlined three individual differences that can
impact perceptions of fairness: belief in a just world, negative affectivity, and
constructive thinking. Belief in a just world refers to an individual’s belief that people
will get what they deserve (Rubin & Peplau, 1975). The basic premise is that if an
individual is good then s/he will be rewarded and if s/he is bad, s/he will be punished.
Individuals who have a strong belief in a just world and commit an action that goes
against organizational rules may feel they deserve punishment (Ball, Trevino, & Sims,
1992). However, if individuals do not have this strong belief, they will feel the
punishment is unjust, have increased negative emotions, and will try to place blame for
their negative action on someone or something around them.
The second factor, negative affectivity, refers to how an individual interprets
information. Specifically, negative affectivity states individuals who have high negative
affectivity will constantly look at the negative aspects of everything from themselves, to
their job, to the world in general (Watson & Clark, 1984). Individuals high in negative
affectivity are more likely to have a negative view of punishment. They are not going to
see punishment as a learning experience or something they deserve for breaking a rule.
Individuals with high negative affectivity are going to view the punishment as unjust and
will experience negative emotions and reactions (Ball, Trevino, & Sims, 1992). The final
factor, constructive thinking, refers to an individual’s ability to solve problems in their
everyday life with the least amount of stress possible (Epstein, 1990). Individuals who
are higher in their ability to think constructively will have fewer negative thoughts and
reactions to punishment (Ball, Trevino, & Sims, 1992). Also, individuals who are high in
constructive thinking ability have a better chance of coping with a negative stimulus. If
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they are punished for a negative action, they will understand their supervisor’s actions,
not dwell on the negative, and actually see the positive in the situation given to them.
Additional Factors Impacting Fairness Perception
As discussed previously, many factors impact an individual’s perceptions of
fairness. Leventhal (1976) outlined three additional factors that can have a significant
impact: the individual’s role, importance of other goals, and the likelihood of rule
violation. First, depending on an individual’s role, s/he could view the task of
maintaining fairness as more important than do others. If an individual holds a position in
society where it is important to maintain fairness, then these perceptions are going to be
more of a priority. An example of this would be a judge, who in his job has to carefully
weigh the rules and fairness of procedures. Next, it is important to keep in mind the goals
of the individual. If s/he is focused on goals other than fairness, the importance of
fairness may be reduced. Also, Greenberg and Leventhal (1976) found that fairness may
become secondary when supervisors are focused on eliciting high performance from their
employees. For example, Greenberg and Leventhal found that supervisors tasked with
motivating underperforming workers gave these individuals additional pay to try to
motivate them, thus violating the equity rule of fairness. Leventhal’s (1976) third factor is
that individuals are more likely to focus on fairness when they have a reason to believe
that justice has been violated. One source that can cause individuals to think that a rule
has been violated is through word of mouth. If other individuals in the company discuss
actions they believe violate justice rules, it will cause others to start thinking about
fairness in the organization. These individuals may begin to look more at fairness
throughout the entire company if they believe their own personal experiences are not fair.
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It is clear that personal factors consistently are going to be a major factor in perceptions
of organizational fairness, and they are something that has to be considered when justice
systems are being into place.
Summary of Literature
In summary, the literature review described many facets of organizational justice,
discipline, and punishment. Each of these factors plays an integral part in employee
perceptions of an organization. Also, the literature illustrated how vital it is for
organizations to have a proper justice system in place. A successful system can be the
difference between a satisfied workforce and a dissatisfied one. An additional factor
organizations need to remember is that simply having a proper system in place is not
sufficient. Supervisors and employees need to understand the system and exactly what
happens if a rule is violated. If the organization wants their employees to have a positive
perception of the company, it is critical for everyone to be held to the same standards and
rules.
Overall, there are three key points from the literature review. First, for
punishment to be effective, it needs to be consistent; it should be the same for everyone
and given every time a specific negative action occurs (Arvey & Ivancevich, 1980).
Second, individual differences can impact perceptions of fairness and these differences
need to be considered by the organization (Ball, Trevino, & Sims, 1992). Finally,
punishment will not only impact the individual being punished, but everyone else in the
team or organization because most people form perceptions of fairness based on
observations (Arvey & Jones, 1985).
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Present Study
This scenario study examined fairness perceptions of rule violations and
punishment in an organizational team setting. Participants read one of 16 scenarios in
which an integral team member violates an organizational rule and subsequently is
punished. Participants then answered 12 items assessing perceptions of fairness for the
punished employee and non-punished team members, and the likelihood the punishment
will deter future misconduct for the punished employee and teammates. This study
examined two levels of misconduct severity (moderate and severe), two levels of
punishment severity (moderate and severe), two types of punishment distribution
(consistent and conditional), and two types of situational urgency (urgent and nonurgent). Arvey and Ivancevich (1980), Leventhal (1980), and Shoenfelt and Bucur (2002)
all indicated that the more consistently punishment was distributed, the more it was
perceived to be fair to offenders and teammates, and that consistent, severe punishment
was more likely to deter future misconduct. Accordingly, the following hypotheses were
tested:
Hypothesis 1a:
Punishment consistent with organizational rules will be perceived as more fair to the
punished team member than will conditional punishment.
Hypothesis 1b:
Punishment consistent with organizational rules will be perceived as more fair to
teammates then will conditional punishment.
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Hypothesis 1c:
Consistent punishment will be more likely to deter future violations by the punished team
member than will conditional punishment.
Hypothesis 1d:
Consistent punishment will be more likely to deter future violations by teammates than
will conditional punishment.
Arvey and Jones (1985) and Trevino (1992) indicated that the severity of the
punishment should match the severity of the violation. Furthermore, Trevino indicated
that severe punishment is more likely to deter future misconduct by the punished
individual as well as by those who observe the punishment. Accordingly, the following
hypotheses will be tested:
Hypothesis 2:
Punishment for severe violations will be perceived as more fair to the punished team
member than will punishment for violations of moderate severity.
Hypothesis 3a:
Severe punishment will be more likely to deter future rule violations by the punished
team member than will punishment for violations of moderate severity.
Hypothesis 3b:
Severe punishment will be more likely to deter future rule violations by teammates than
will punishment for violations of moderate severity.
No research was found addressing the impact of time urgency on the perceptions
of decision fairness. However, time urgency has been identified as an important
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component in decision making by leaders (Vroom & Jago, 1988; Vroom & Yetton,
1973). Thus, the following complementary hypotheses were tested:
Hypothesis 4a:
Disciplinary action in an urgent context will be perceived as less fair to the other team
members than will action in a non-urgent context.
Hypothesis 4b:
Disciplinary action in a non-urgent context will be perceived as more fair to other
teammates than will action in an urgent context.
Method
Sample
University undergraduate students were recruited to participate in this study
through the departmental online tool, Study Board. There were no specific eligibility
requirements for participation other than being 18 years or older. Participants were (428)
University students; (97) were male, (331) were female. The mean age was 19.68 years
(SD = 3.33). The majority of the participants were White (82.2%), 8.9% were Black,
3.3% Asian American, 3.7 Hispanic/Latino, 1.7% reported Other, and .2 did not report.
Participants were randomly assigned to one of 16 scenarios. There was minimal risk to
participation in this study. Participants were free to withdraw without penalty at any point
in the study.
Design
A 2 (Consistency of Punishment: consistent vs. conditional) x 2 (Violation
Severity: moderate vs. severe) x 2 (Punishment Severity: moderate vs. severe) x 2
(Situational Urgency: not urgent vs. urgent) factorial design was used to test the
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hypotheses. These four factors were operationalized in 16 scenarios depicting an
employee who violates an organizational policy and subsequently is punished. Gender of
the participant (male vs. female) was added to the analyses as a fifth factor.
This study addressed threats to internal validity by using a true experimental
design and random assignment of participants to study conditions. The threats to internal
validity controlled for by the design and the brief, cross-sectional nature of the study are
history, maturation, regression, and mortality (Campbell & Stanley, 1963). Participants
responded to a brief 12-item questionnaire; as such, threats such as maturation,
regression, or history are not likely to have an impact. The final internal validity issue,
mortality, was addressed by discarding data from participants who do not complete the
study and those who fail the manipulation check. Threats to external validity impact
generalizations from the student sample, the hypothetical scenarios, and the crosssectional nature of the data are not controlled by the design. However, most students in
the sample worked an average of 20 hours per week, making them at least somewhat
similar to those working full time. The scenarios represent situations that are realistic and
likely to occur in the workplace.
Instrument
A questionnaire (see Appendix A) consisting of a hypothetical scenario and 12
items was used to assess perceptions of justice and the deterring effects of punishment. In
the scenarios, a fictional employee breaks a company rule and then is given a severe or
moderate punishment that is conditional or consistent with company rules. Consistent
punishment follows the company rules; conditional punishment makes an exception to
the rules. Situational urgency is operationalized as the situation occurring in the first two
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weeks (not urgent) or in the final two weeks (urgent) of a six-month long project. The
rule violations and punishments used in this study were chosen from those evaluated in a
stimulus-rating study calibrating violations and punishments in an organizational team
setting (Shoenfelt, 2015). Moderate and severe violations and punishments were selected:
the severe violation is removing confidential reports from the secure office building; the
moderate violation is showing incivility toward coworkers; the severe punishment is
termination of employment; the moderate punishment is temporary suspension.
For all scenarios, five manipulation check items were used to ensure participants
attended to the information in the scenario. Completing the manipulation check items
also helped increase the saliency of the independent variables. The first manipulation
check item asked which rule was violated and was coded as 1 for answering the correct
rule violation and 0 for answering incorrectly. Item two asked what punishment should be
implemented per university policy and was coded as 1 for answering with the correct
punishment and 0 for answering incorrectly. Item three asked if the punishment was
implemented (yes or no) and will be coded 1 for correct and 0 for incorrect. Item four
asked if the punishment is in accordance with the company policy (yes or no) and was
coded 1 for correct and 0 for incorrect. Item 5 asked how much time pressure or urgency
there is for completing the project and was rated on a 1 to 4 scale (1: not urgent; 4: very
urgent). Urgency was dichotomized (1 and 2: not urgent; 3 and 4: urgent). Out of 662
participants, 234 failed to answer all manipulation check items correctly; accordingly,
those data was discarded prior to any analyses.
Items six through 11 are the operationalization of the dependent variables. The
first four of these items assessed perceptions of the fairness of the punishment and the
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decision process from the perspective of both the punished employee and the other team
members. Items 10 and 11 assessed perceptions of future deterrence of rule violations for
both the punished employee and the other team members. Items 6 through 11 were rated
on a five-point scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Item 12 of this
study asked the participants what gender they think Alex, the employee in the scenario, is
and provides three response options: male, female, or did not think about it.
Test-Retest Reliability of the Instrument. Severs (2009) conducted a test-retest
reliability study for the six items measuring the dependent variables, the same items to be
used in the current study. Participants completed the same version of the instrument on
two occasions six weeks apart. Stability coefficients were calculated for items assessing
perceptions of punishment fairness, process fairness, and deterrence of future rule
violations (Severs, 2009). The composite reliability coefficients indicated acceptable
stability across time: perceptions of punishment fairness (.86); perceptions of process
fairness (.80); perceptions of deterrence for future violations (.91).
Internal Consistency. Severs (2009) assessed the internal consistency of the six
items addressing punishment fairness to the punished individual and to teammates, the
fairness to both of the procedure used to make the decision, and the likelihood of
deterring future misconduct for both the punished individual and teammates. A high level
of internal consistency was found, α = .90.
A note on single-item measures. Although some researchers (e.g., Loo, 2002)
have recommended multiple-item measures be used to asses complex constructs, other
researchers have argued for the acceptability of single-item measures in some situations.
Wanous, Reichers, and Hudy (1997) conducted a meta-analysis on measures used to
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assess the construct of job satisfaction, a construct similar in important ways to
perceptions of fairness. Both job satisfaction and perceptions of fairness are affective
reactions to organizational settings and correlate with each other and with other
organizational outcomes such as turnover. Thus, there is reason to believe the Wanous et
al. findings on measures of job satisfaction should generalize to measures of fairness
perceptions. Wanous et al. found the mean correlation between a single-item measure and
a multiple-item measure for job satisfaction was .67, and the estimated reliability of
single item measures (estimating the minimum reliability using a correction for
attenuation formula) was low but acceptable, between .63 and .69. Finally, Gorsuch and
McPherson (1989, as cited in Loo, 2002) enumerated practical advantages of single-item
measures, including that they are quick, easy to use, and can be administered to large
number of participants.
Procedure
Participants were recruited through Study Board. Those individuals interested in
participating in the study were directed to the online site where they may complete the
study instrument.
Online, a participant found a consent form, a demographics sheet with directions,
and one hypothetical scenario followed by the five manipulation check items and the 12
items described above. Individuals were randomly assigned to one of the 16 scenarios.
The participant read the consent form, completed the demographic items, read the
scenario, and responded to manipulation check items and 12 questionnaire items.
Completing the study took between 20 and 30 minutes. Upon completion of the
questionnaire, participants were thanked for their participation.
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Results
The design of this study is a 2 (Consistency of Punishment: consistent vs.
conditional) x 2 (Violation Severity: moderate vs. severe) x 2 (Punishment Severity:
moderate vs. severe) x 2 (Situational Urgency: not urgent vs. urgent) x 2 (Gender: male
vs. female) design with the potential for many multi-level interactions. Accordingly,
because no significant interaction explained at least 5% of the variance, none were
reported.
Hypothesis 1a and 2
Hypothesis 1a, that punishment consistent with organizational rules will be
perceived as more fair to the punished team member than will conditional punishment,
and Hypothesis 2, that punishment for severe violations will be perceived as more fair to
the punished team member than will punishment for violations of moderate severity,
were tested with a 2 (Consistency of Punishment: consistent vs. conditional) x 2
(Violation Severity: moderate vs. severe) x 2 (Punishment Severity: moderate vs.
severe)x 2 (Situational Urgency: not urgent vs. urgent) x 2 (Gender: male vs. female)
ANOVA with fairness of the discipline to the punished team member as the dependent
variable.
The only significant main effect was for Punishment Consistency (F = 23.464, p
< .001, Eta² = .37). Consistently applying punishment was perceived as more fair to the
punished employee (M = 4.20, SD = 1.03) then was applying conditional punishment (M
= 2.17, SD = 1.10). This main effect supported Hypothesis 1a. Hypothesis 2a was not
supported. There were no significant interactions that explained 5% or more or more of
the variance.
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Hypothesis 1b, 4a, and 4b
Hypothesis 1b, that punishment consistent with organizational rules will be
perceived as more fair to teammates then will conditional punishment, Hypothesis 4a,
that disciplinary action in an urgent context will be perceived as less fair to the other team
members than will a non-urgent context, and Hypothesis 4b, that disciplinary action in a
non-urgent context will be perceived as more fair to other teammates than will an urgent
context were tested with a 2 (Consistency of Punishment: consistent vs. conditional) x 2
(Violation Severity: moderate vs. severe) x 2 (Punishment Severity: moderate vs. severe)
x 2 (Situational Urgency: not urgent vs. urgent) x 2 (Gender: male vs. female) ANOVA
with fairness of the discipline to teammates as the dependent variable.
A significant main effect was found for Punishment Consistency (F = 191.60, p <
.001, Eta² = .28). Consistently applying punishment was perceived as more fair to
teammates (M = 3.62, SD = 1.20) than was applying conditional punishment to the
employee (M = 1.76, SD = 1.01). These results supported Hypothesis 1b. Hypothesis 4a
and 4b were not supported. There were no significant interactions that explained 5% or
more of the variance.
Hypothesis 1c and 3a
Hypothesis 1c, that consistent punishment will be more likely to deter future
violations by the punished team member than will conditional punishment and
Hypothesis 3a, that severe punishment will be more likely to deter future rule violations
by the punished team member than will punishment for violations of moderate severity
were tested with a 2 (Consistency of Punishment: consistent vs. conditional) x 2
(Violation Severity: moderate vs. severe) x 2 (Punishment Severity: moderate vs. severe)
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x 2 (Situational Urgency: not urgent vs. urgent) x 2 (Gender: male vs. female) ANOVA
with likelihood of the discipline deterring future misconduct by the team member as the
dependent variable.
The only significant main effect was for Punishment Consistency (F = 207.52, p <
.001, Eta² = .27). Consistently applying punishment was perceived as more likely to deter
future misconduct by the punished employee (M = 3.97, SD = 1.17) than was applying
conditional punishment (M = 2.12, SD = 1.40). These results supported Hypothesis 1c.
Hypotheses 3a was not supported. There were no significant interactions that explained
5% or more of the variance.
Hypothesis 1d and 3b
Hypothesis 1d, that consistent punishment will be more likely to deter future
violations by teammates than will conditional punishment and Hypothesis 2b, that severe
punishment will be more likely to deter future rule violations by teammates than will
punishment for violations of moderate severity were tested with a 2 (Consistency of
Punishment: consistent vs. conditional) x 2 (Violation Severity: moderate vs. severe) x 2
(Punishment Severity: moderate vs. severe) x 2 (Situational Urgency: not urgent vs.
urgent) x 2 (Gender: male vs. female) ANOVA with discipline is likely to deter future
misconduct by the teammates as the dependent variable.
The only significant main effect was for Punishment Consistency (F = 154.81, p <
.001, Eta² = .28). Consistently applying punishment was perceived as more likely to deter
future misconduct by teammates (M = 3.98, SD = 1.18) than conditionally applying
punishment (M = 2.22, SD = 1.32). These results supported Hypothesis 1d. Hypothesis
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3b was not supported. There were no significant interactions that explained 5% or more
of the variance.
Summary of Results
Overall, the results of the analyses indicate that punishment consistency was the
main factor in determining the fairness of the disciplinary action and deterrence of future
misconduct, for both the punished employee and teammates. Tables 1, 2, 3, and 4, which
may be found in Appendix B, summarize these findings. As seen in Table 1, Hypothesis
1a, that punishment consistent with organizational rules will be perceived as more fair to
the punished team member than will conditional punishment, was supported by a
significant main effect for punishment consistency.
As seen in Table 2, Hypothesis 1b, that punishment consistent with organizational
rules will be perceived as more fair to teammates then will conditional punishment, was
supported by a significant main effect for punishment consistency.
As seen in Table 3, Hypothesis 1c, that consistent punishment will be more likely
to deter future violations by the punished team member than will conditional punishment,
was supported by a significant main effect for punishment consistency.
As seen in Table 4, Hypothesis 1d, that consistent punishment will be more likely
to deter future violations by teammates than will conditional punishment, was supported
with a significant main effect for punishment consistency.
Discussion
This scenario study examined fairness perceptions of rule violations and
punishment in an organizational team setting. The independent variables examined in this
study were two levels of misconduct severity (moderate and severe), two levels of
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punishment severity (moderate and severe), two types of punishment distribution
(consistent and conditional), two types of situational urgency (urgent and non-urgent),
and gender (male and female).
Hypothesis 1
Both Hypothesis 1a, which stated punishment that is consistent with the company
rules will be perceived as more fair to the punished employee than will conditional
punishment, and Hypothesis 1b, that punishment that is consistent with the company
rules will be perceived as more fair to teammates than will conditional punishment, were
supported. The implication of this finding is that consistent punishment is an influential
factor with regard to fairness perceptions of disciplinary actions for both the punished
employee and teammates. This implication aligns with the reviewed research, specifically
with Arvey and Ivancevich (1980), who outlined that for punishment to be effective the
supervisor must use a continuous schedule in which punishment is consistently applied
after every negative action.
Hypothesis 1c, consistent punishment will be more likely to deter future
violations by the punished employee than will conditional punishment, and Hypothesis
1d, consistent punishment will be more likely to deter future violations by team members
than will conditional punishment, were both supported. The implication of this finding is
that supervisors should administer consistent punishment to deter future rule violations
by both the punished employee and team members. This implication aligned with the
reviewed research, specifically with the findings of Shoenfelt and Bucur (2002), which
indicated that consistent, severe punishment was more likely to deter future misconduct.
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Hypothesis 2
Hypothesis 2, punishment for severe violations will be perceived as more fair to
the punished team member than will punishment for violations of moderate severity came
from the theoretical findings of Arvey and Jones (1985) and Trevino (1992). These
authors indicated that the severity of the punishment should match the severity of the
violation. However, Hypothesis 2 was not supported. One potential reason this hypothesis
was not supported may have been due to the perceptions of the participants. Specifically,
the participants may not have viewed the severe violation (removing confidential
documents) as deserving of the severe punishment (termination). Also, another potential
reason this hypothesis was not supported was the large main effect for consistency of the
punishment. In this study, there was no significant difference between fairness of severe
and moderate violations; as long as the punishment was administered consistently, it was
perceived as fair by the participants.
Hypothesis 3
Both Hypotheses 3a, severe punishment will be more likely to deter future rule
violations by the punished team member than will punishment for violations of moderate
severity, and Hypothesis 3b, severe punishment will be more likely to deter future rule
violations by teammates than will punishment for violations of moderate severity, were
based on the reviewed literature, specifically with Arvey and Ivancevich (1980) who
found that for punishment to be effective, it has to be intense. Thus, punishment should
start at a relatively high level of severity. Furthermore, Trevino (1992) indicated that
severe punishment is more likely to deter future misconduct for the punished individual
as well as for those who observe the punishment. However, Hypothesis 3a and 3b were
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not supported. The severity of the punishment did not matter as long as the punishment
was administered consistently.
Hypothesis 4
Both Hypothesis 4a, disciplinary action in an urgent context will be perceived as
less fair to the other team members than it will in a non-urgent context, and Hypothesis
4b, disciplinary action in a non-urgent context will be perceived as more fair to other
teammates than it will in an urgent context, were not supported. Although time urgency
has been identified as an important component in decision making by leaders (Vromm &
Jago, 1988; Vroom & Yetton, 1973), no research was found that addressed time urgency
and its impact on perceptions of organizational fairness. In this study, urgency was found
to have no impact on perceptions of fairness. The only factor that impacted fairness
perceptions was the consistency of the administered punishment. Although there is no
data to explain the lack of an effect for urgency, one might speculate that the student
participants perceived urgency in a manner different from how it was intended. In the
study, the team member was either punished in the first two weeks or the final two weeks
of a six-month project. If the punishment occurred within the first two weeks of the
project, the participants may have thought that the other teammates would not be
concerned with the timeframe of the project and thus urgency would not matter. On the
other hand, if the punishment was in the final two weeks of the project, the participants
may have thought that the teammates would not feel the loss was significant because they
were almost finished with the project. Overall, the one factor that impacted perceptions of
fairness was consistency of the punishment.
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Limitations
As with any study, there are potential limitations. First, undergraduate participants
may not be representative of the working population. The participants included in this
study worked an average of 20 hours per week, but the majority of the participants were
first year college students who had part-time jobs. Having little experience in a work
setting, these participants may not have fully comprehended the severity of the scenarios.
Second, the hypothetical scenarios are short and may not provide enough information for
the participants to fully understand the situation being described. However, the scenarios
were designed to be realistic and provide sufficient information about the independent
variables manipulated in the study. The third potential limitation is that this study used
college students who are required to participate; as such, some of the participants could
be inattentive responders. The manipulation check identified most of these responders as
data from 234 participants were removed from the analyses. The final potential limitation
was that there were far more female participants (331) than male participants (97).
Although there were no significant gender effects, if gender was better balanced, the
sample may have been more accurately representative of the working population.
Future Research
Future research that could be potentially beneficial to the area of organizational
justice research would be to complete this study using a true sample of the working
population. As stated previously, this study used undergraduate university students who
worked an average of 20 hours per week. If the participants were all individuals who
worked full-time, this study may have found results that better supported the hypotheses.
In addition, using full-time working participants may alleviate the issue of inattentive
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responders. Participants in a working environment, may be more willing and attentive to
the questions because they would have interest in the area of study.
A second factor for future research would be to investigate the relationship
between punishment severity and rule severity. Specifically, a more nuanced look at how
rule severity and punishment severity operate could be informative. Further exploring this
finding could lead to an interesting discovery in the research on perceptions of
organizational justice.
Conclusion
The conclusions from this study are straightforward. Managers who want their
disciplinary decisions to be perceived as fair, for both the punished employee and
teammates, should consistently administer punishment. Managers who want to deter
future misconduct by both the punished team member and teammates should consistently
administer punishment as well. Thus, the biggest contribution of this study was
determining that consistency is key.
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Appendix A
Perceptions of Fairness of Discipline Decisions in Work Teams
Thank you in advance for your participation. Please carefully read all directions. Please
complete the Demographic Information before completing the questionnaire on the next
page.
Completing this questionnaire implies your voluntary participation in this research study.
Your responses will be anonymous and confidentiality will be maintained. If you would like more
detailed information, please contact the researchers.
Thank you for completing this questionnaire & for your assistance with this important
study!
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION:
Directions: As researchers, we are sometimes interested in determining if certain groups respond
differently (e.g., males vs. females, older vs. younger, freshmen vs. seniors, etc.) To make these
comparisons, we need you to complete the demographic information below. Your responses are
anonymous (i.e., your name should not be recorded). No individual responses will be reported;
only overall/group responses will be reported.
Please complete the following demographic information.
1. Gender:
______Male ______Female ____Other:____________(please specify)
2. Age:______Years
3. Year in School: __Freshman __Sophomore __Junior __Senior __Grad Student __N/A
4. Ethnicity:
_____African American
_____Middle Eastern
_____American Indian/Alaskan Native/Aleut _____Native Hawaiian/Other Pac Islander
_____Asian
_____White/Caucasian
_____Hispanic/ Latino
_____Other: (Please specify)____________
5. College Major. _______________________
6. Years of work experience full-time OR part-time in a paid position? ______ years
7. Are you currently employed?
_____ Yes, part-time.
Hours per week: _____ What is job
title?____________________
_____ Yes, full-time.
title?____________________

Hours per week: _____ What is job

_____ No
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Please carefully read the entire scenario.
Scenario: Alex, an employee at Cutting Edge Technologies, Inc. is a member of a high tech project team working on a
Research and Design project. Alex’s role on the team requires very unique tech skills. Other team members may be
able to perform these skills, but it would be difficult without Alex. It is the first two weeks of the six-month long
project. Alex has recently shown incivility toward his co-workers, which is against company policy and, according to
the employee handbook, should be punished with a one-week suspension. Even though Alex is important to this
project team, the team leader decided to suspend Alex.
Please answer the following 12 questions concerning the scenario. For the first 2 questions, fill in the blanks
based on the information in the scenario.
1.) In this situation what rule did Alex violate? ________________________________________(fill in the blank)
2.) In this situation what punishment should be implemented? ___________________________(fill in the blank)
3.) Was the punishment implemented?
Yes

No

4.) Was the punishment in accordance with company policy? (circle one)

No

Yes

5.) How much time pressure (urgency) is there for completing the project? (circle one)
Not Urgent

Somewhat Urgent

Urgent

Very Urgent

For items 6 to 13, please respond by marking the answer to the right of the item that best represents your honest
opinion. Please use the following scale for items 6-12.
SD =
D =
N =
A =
SA =

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

Punishment can be viewed from 2 perspectives: from the perspective of the punished employee and from the
perspective of the other team members.
Mark your
answers here
6.) In terms of fairness to the employee who violated the rule, the disciplinary action was fair.
SD
D
N
A
7.) In terms of fairness to the employee who violated the rule, the process used to decide the
SD
D
N
A
disciplinary action was fair.

SA
SA

8.) In terms of fairness to the rest of the team, the disciplinary action was fair.

SD

D

N

A

SA

9.) In terms of fairness to the rest of the team, the process used to decide the disciplinary action
was fair.

SD

D

N

A

SA

In some cases, punishment will deter future misconduct. That is, punishment will make it less likely the same
behavior will occur in the future.
10.) The discipline in this situation is likely to deter future misconduct by the employee who
SD
D
N
A
committed the rule violation.
11.) The disciplinary action in this situation is likely to deter future misconduct by other
SD
D
N
A
members on the team.

SA

12.) What gender did you think Alex was?
about it

Male
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Female

Didn’t think

SA

Four Factors Used to Create the 16 SCENARIOS to be Used in this Study
Violation (E/R)

Punishment(S/T)

Consistency (C/I)

When (F/L)

Moderately
Severe

Incivility toward
fellow employees(E)

One-week
suspension (S)

Consistent
Punishment (C)

First two weeks of
project (F)

Severe

Removing Confidential Termination
reports from the
(Firing) (T)
secure office building
(R)

Inconsistent
Punishment (I)

Last two weeks of
project (L)

Scenario Template

Alex, an employee at Cutting Edge Technologies, Inc. is a member of a high tech project
team working on a Research and Design project. Alex’s role on the team requires very
unique tech skills. Other team members may be able to perform these skills, but it would
be difficult without Alex. It is the _____ two weeks of the six-month long project. Alex
recently ______________ which is against company policy and, according to the
employee handbook, should be punished with __________. Because/Even though Alex is
important to this project team, the team leader decided to __________.
The 16 Scenarios
1ESCF
Alex, an employee at Cutting Edge Technologies, Inc. is a member of a high tech project team
working on a Research and Design project. Alex’s role on the team requires very unique tech
skills. Other team members may be able to perform these skills, but it would be difficult without
Alex. It is the first two weeks of the six-month long project. Alex has recently shown incivility
toward his co-workers, which is against company policy and, according to the employee
handbook, should be punished with a one-week suspension. Even though Alex is important to
this project team, the team leader decided to suspend Alex.
2ESCL
Alex, an employee at Cutting Edge Technologies, Inc. is a member of a high tech project team
working on a Research and Design project. Alex’s role on the team requires very unique tech
skills. Other team members may be able to perform these skills, but it would be difficult without
Alex. It is the last two weeks of the six-month long project. Alex has recently shown incivility
toward his co-workers, which is against company policy and, according to the employee
handbook, should be punished with a one-week suspension. Even though Alex is important to
this project team, the team leader decided to suspend Alex.
3ESIF
Alex, an employee at Cutting Edge Technologies, Inc. is a member of a high tech project team
working on a Research and Design project. Alex’s role on the team requires very unique tech
skills. Other team members may be able to perform these skills, but it would be difficult without
Alex. It is the first two weeks of the six-month long project. Alex has recently shown incivility
toward his co-workers, which is against company policy and, according to the employee
handbook, should be punished with a one-week suspension. Because Alex is important to this
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project team, the team leader decided to not suspend Alex.
4ESIL
Alex, an employee at Cutting Edge Technologies, Inc. is a member of a high tech project team
working on a Research and Design project. Alex’s role on the team requires very unique tech
skills. Other team members may be able to perform these skills, but it would be difficult without
Alex. It is the last two weeks of the six-month long project. Alex has recently shown incivility
toward his co-workers, which is against company policy and, according to the employee
handbook, should be punished with a one-week suspension. Because Alex is important to this
project team, the team leader decided to not suspend Alex.
5ETCF
Alex, an employee at Cutting Edge Technologies, Inc. is a member of a high tech project team
working on a Research and Design project. Alex’s role on the team requires very unique tech
skills. Other team members may be able to perform these skills, but it would be difficult without
Alex. It is the first two weeks of the six-month long project. Alex has recently shown incivility
toward his co-workers, which is against company policy and, according to the employee
handbook, should be punished with termination (firing). Even though Alex is important to this
project team, the team leader decided to terminate (fire)
Alex.
6ETCL
Alex, an employee at Cutting Edge Technologies, Inc. is a member of a high tech project team
working on a Research and Design project. Alex’s role on the team requires very unique tech
skills. Other team members may be able to perform these skills, but it would be difficult without
Alex. It is the last two weeks of the six-month long project. Alex has recently shown incivility
toward his co-workers, which is against company policy and, according to the employee
handbook, should be punished with termination (firing). Even though Alex is important to this
project team, the team leader decided to terminate (fire) Alex.
7ETIF
Alex, an employee at Cutting Edge Technologies, Inc. is a member of a high tech project team
working on a Research and Design project. Alex’s role on the team requires very unique tech
skills. Other team members may be able to perform these skills, but it would be difficult without
Alex. It is the first two weeks of the six-month long project. Alex has recently shown incivility
toward his co-workers, which is against company policy and, according to the employee
handbook, should be punished with termination (firing). Because Alex is important to this
project team, the team leader decided to not terminate (fire) Alex.
8ETIL
Alex, an employee at Cutting Edge Technologies, Inc. is a member of a high tech project team
working on a Research and Design project. Alex’s role on the team requires very unique tech
skills. Other team members may be able to perform these skills, but it would be difficult without
Alex. It is the last two weeks of the six-month long project. Alex has recently shown incivility
toward his co-workers, which is against company policy and, according to the employee
handbook, should be punished with termination (firing). Because Alex is important to this
project team, the team leader decided to not terminate (fire) Alex.
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9RSCF
Alex, an employee at Cutting Edge Technologies, Inc. is a member of a high tech project team
working on a Research and Design project. Alex’s role on the team requires very unique tech
skills. Other team members may be able to perform these skills, but it would be difficult without
Alex. It is the first two weeks of the six-month long project. Alex recently removed confidential
reports from the secure office building, which is against company policy and, according to the
employee handbook, should be punished with a one-week suspension. Even though Alex is
important to this project team, the team leader decided to suspend Alex.
10 R S C L
Alex, an employee at Cutting Edge Technologies, Inc. is a member of a high tech project team
working on a Research and Design project. Alex’s role on the team requires very unique tech
skills. Other team members may be able to perform these skills, but it would be difficult without
Alex. It is the last two weeks of the six-month long project. Alex recently removed confidential
reports from the secure office building, which is against company policy and, according to the
employee handbook, should be punished with a one-week suspension. Even though Alex is
important to this project team, the team leader decided to suspend Alex.
11 R S I F
Alex, an employee at Cutting Edge Technologies, Inc. is a member of a high tech project team
working on a Research and Design project. Alex’s role on the team requires very unique tech
skills. Other team members may be able to perform these skills, but it would be difficult without
Alex. It is the first two weeks of the six-month long project. Alex recently removed confidential
reports from the secure office building, which is against company policy and, according to the
employee handbook, should be punished with a one-week suspension. Because Alex is
important to this project team, the team leader decided to NOT suspend Alex.
12 R S I L
Alex, an employee at Cutting Edge Technologies, Inc. is a member of a high tech project team
working on a Research and Design project. Alex’s role on the team requires very unique tech
skills. Other team members may be able to perform these skills, but it would be difficult without
Alex. It is the last two weeks of the six-month long project. Alex recently removed confidential
reports from the secure office building, which is against company policy and, according to the
employee handbook, should be punished with a one-week suspension. Because Alex is
important to this project team, the team leader decided to NOT suspend Alex.
13 R T C F
Alex, an employee at Cutting Edge Technologies, Inc. is a member of a high tech project team
working on a Research and Design project. Alex’s role on the team requires very unique tech
skills. Other team members may be able to perform these skills, but it would be difficult without
Alex. It is the first two weeks of the six-month long project. Alex recently removed confidential
reports from the secure office building, which is against company policy and, according to the
employee, handbook should be punished with termination (firing). Even though Alex is
important to this project team, the team leader decided to terminate (fire) Alex.
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14 R T C L
Alex, an employee at Cutting Edge Technologies, Inc. is a member of a high tech project team
working on a Research and Design project. Alex’s role on the team requires very unique tech
skills. Other team members may be able to perform these skills, but it would be difficult without
Alex. It is the last two weeks of the six-month long project. Alex recently removed confidential
reports from the secure office building, which is against company policy and, according to the
employee handbook, should be punished with termination (firing). Even though Alex is
important to this project team, the team leader decided to terminate (fire) Alex.
15 R T I F
Alex, an employee at Cutting Edge Technologies, Inc. is a member of a high tech project team
working on a Research and Design project. Alex’s role on the team requires very unique tech
skills. Other team members may be able to perform these skills, but it would be difficult without
Alex. It is the first two weeks of the six-month long project. Alex recently removed confidential
reports from the secure office building, which is against company policy and, according to the
employee handbook, should be punished with termination (firing). Because Alex is important to
this project team, the team leader decided to not terminate Alex.
16 R T I L
Alex, an employee at Cutting Edge Technologies, Inc. is a member of a high tech project team
working on a Research and Design project. Alex’s role on the team requires very unique tech
skills. Other team members may be able to perform these skills, but it would be difficult without
Alex. It is the last two weeks of the six-month long project. Alex recently removed confidential
reports from the secure office building, which is against company policy and, according to the
employee handbook, should be punished with termination (firing). Because Alex is important to
this project team, the team leader decided to not terminate Alex.
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Appendix B
Table 1
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: Fair of Action to Disciplined Employee
Type III Sum
Mean
Source
of Squares df
Square
F
Corrected Model
508.115a
29
17.521
17.442
Intercept
2444.664
1
2444.664
2433.552
RuleSeverity
5.280
1
5.280
5.256
PunishmentSeverity .342
1
.342
.340
Consistency
235.707
1
235.707
234.635
Urgency
1.158
1
1.158
1.153
Gender
.387
1
.387
.385
RuleSeverity *
3.570
1
3.570
3.554
PunishmentSeverity
RuleSeverity *
1.499
1
1.499
1.492
Consistency
RuleSeverity *
3.685
1
3.685
3.668
Urgency
RuleSeverity * Gender 2.990
1
2.990
2.976
PunishmentSeverity * .040
1
.040
.040
Consistency
PunishmentSeverity * 1.933
1
1.933
1.924
Urgency
PunishmentSeverity * .012
1
.012
.012
Gender
Consistency * Urgency .424
1
.424
.422
Consistency * Gender 2.300
1
2.300
2.290
Urgency * Gender
2.237
1
2.237
2.227
RuleSeverity *
.235
1
.235
.234
PunishmentSeverity *
Consistency
RuleSeverity *
4.345
1
4.345
4.325
PunishmentSeverity *
Urgency
RuleSeverity *
.457
1
.457
.455
PunishmentSeverity *
Gender
RuleSeverity *
.052
1
.052
.052
Consistency * Urgency
RuleSeverity *
.836
1
.836
.832
Consistency * Gender
RuleSeverity *
.241
1
.241
.240
Urgency * Gender
PunishmentSeverity * 1.080
1
1.080
1.075
Consistency * Urgency
PunishmentSeverity * .677
1
.677
.674
Consistency * Gender
PunishmentSeverity * .274
1
.274
.273
Urgency * Gender
Consistency * Urgency .032
1
.032
.031
* Gender
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Sig.
.000
.000
.022
.560
.000
.284
.535
.060

Partial Eta
Squared
.560
.859
.013
.001
.371
.003
.001
.009

Noncent.
Parameter
505.805
2433.552
5.256
.340
234.635
1.153
.385
3.554

Observed
Powerb
1.000
1.000
.628
.090
1.000
.188
.095
.468

.223

.004

1.492

.230

.056

.009

3.668

.480

.085
.841

.007
.000

2.976
.040

.406
.055

.166

.005

1.924

.283

.914

.000

.012

.051

.516
.131
.136
.629

.001
.006
.006
.001

.422
2.290
2.227
.234

.099
.326
.319
.077

.038

.011

4.325

.546

.500

.001

.455

.103

.820

.000

.052

.056

.362

.002

.832

.149

.625

.001

.240

.078

.300

.003

1.075

.179

.412

.002

.674

.130

.602

.001

.273

.082

.859

.000

.031

.054

RuleSeverity *
.000
0
.
PunishmentSeverity *
Consistency * Urgency
RuleSeverity *
.000
1
.000
PunishmentSeverity *
Consistency * Gender
RuleSeverity *
2.212
1
2.212
PunishmentSeverity *
Urgency * Gender
RuleSeverity *
2.868
1
2.868
Consistency * Urgency
* Gender
PunishmentSeverity * .004
1
.004
Consistency * Urgency
* Gender
RuleSeverity *
.000
0
.
PunishmentSeverity *
Consistency * Urgency
* Gender
Error
399.817
398
1.005
Total
5773.000
428
Corrected Total
907.932
427
a. R Squared = .560 (Adjusted R Squared = .528)
b. Computed using alpha = .05

Table 2
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: Fairness of Action to Teammates
Type III Sum
Mean
Source
of Squares df
Square
Corrected Model
412.085a
29
14.210
Intercept
1776.180
1
1776.180
RuleSeverity
1.312
1
1.312
PunishmentSeverity 1.475E-5
1
1.475E-5
Consistency
191.597
1
191.597
Urgency
.777
1
.777
Gender
.047
1
.047
RuleSeverity *
5.843
1
5.843
PunishmentSeverity
RuleSeverity *
.363
1
.363
Consistency
RuleSeverity *
.035
1
.035
Urgency
RuleSeverity * Gender .102
1
.102
PunishmentSeverity * .033
1
.033
Consistency
PunishmentSeverity * .204
1
.204
Urgency
PunishmentSeverity * .375
1
.375
Gender
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.

.

.000

.000

.

.000

.988

.000

.000

.050

2.202

.139

.006

2.202

.316

2.855

.092

.007

2.855

.392

.004

.953

.000

.004

.050

.

.

.000

.000

.

F
11.728
1465.966
1.083
.000
158.134
.641
.038
4.822

Sig.
.000
.000
.299
.997
.000
.424
.845
.029

Partial Eta
Squared
.461
.786
.003
.000
.284
.002
.000
.012

Noncent.
Parameter
340.113
1465.966
1.083
.000
158.134
.641
.038
4.822

Observed
Powerb
1.000
1.000
.180
.050
1.000
.126
.054
.591

.299

.585

.001

.299

.085

.029

.866

.000

.029

.053

.084
.027

.772
.870

.000
.000

.084
.027

.060
.053

.168

.682

.000

.168

.069

.310

.578

.001

.310

.086

Consistency *
2.620
1
2.620
Urgency
Consistency * Gender .982
1
.982
Urgency * Gender
.296
1
.296
RuleSeverity *
1.410
1
1.410
PunishmentSeverity *
Consistency
RuleSeverity *
9.234
1
9.234
PunishmentSeverity *
Urgency
RuleSeverity *
5.120
1
5.120
PunishmentSeverity *
Gender
RuleSeverity *
4.167
1
4.167
Consistency *
Urgency
RuleSeverity *
.379
1
.379
Consistency * Gender
RuleSeverity *
.545
1
.545
Urgency * Gender
PunishmentSeverity * 10.411
1
10.411
Consistency *
Urgency
PunishmentSeverity * 1.126
1
1.126
Consistency * Gender
PunishmentSeverity * .005
1
.005
Urgency * Gender
Consistency *
.007
1
.007
Urgency * Gender
RuleSeverity *
.000
0
.
PunishmentSeverity *
Consistency *
Urgency
RuleSeverity *
3.985
1
3.985
PunishmentSeverity *
Consistency * Gender
RuleSeverity *
5.737
1
5.737
PunishmentSeverity *
Urgency * Gender
RuleSeverity *
7.542
1
7.542
Consistency *
Urgency * Gender
PunishmentSeverity * 2.392
1
2.392
Consistency *
Urgency * Gender
RuleSeverity *
.000
0
.
PunishmentSeverity *
Consistency *
Urgency * Gender
Error
482.221
398
1.212
Total
4389.000
428
Corrected Total
894.306
427
a. R Squared = .461 (Adjusted R Squared = .421)
b. Computed using alpha = .05
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2.162

.142

.005

2.162

.311

.810
.245
1.164

.369
.621
.281

.002
.001
.003

.810
.245
1.164

.146
.078
.190

7.621

.006

.019

7.621

.786

4.226

.040

.011

4.226

.536

3.439

.064

.009

3.439

.456

.313

.576

.001

.313

.086

.450

.503

.001

.450

.103

8.593

.004

.021

8.593

.833

.929

.336

.002

.929

.161

.004

.949

.000

.004

.050

.005

.941

.000

.005

.051

.

.

.000

.000

.

3.289

.070

.008

3.289

.440

4.735

.030

.012

4.735

.584

6.225

.013

.015

6.225

.702

1.974

.161

.005

1.974

.289

.

.

.000

.000

.

Table 3
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: Deterring Future Rule Violations By Punished Employee
Type III Sum
Source
of Squares df
Mean Square F
Sig.
Corrected Model
446.244a
29
15.388
10.859 .000
Intercept
2283.670
1
2283.670
1611.616 .000
RuleSeverity
5.255
1
5.255
3.709
.055
PunishmentSeverity 1.591
1
1.591
1.123
.290
Consistency
207.519
1
207.519
146.449 .000
Urgency
1.437
1
1.437
1.014
.314
Gender
6.533
1
6.533
4.610
.032
RuleSeverity *
14.732
1
14.732
10.397 .001
PunishmentSeverity
RuleSeverity *
1.467
1
1.467
1.035
.310
Consistency
RuleSeverity *
7.846
1
7.846
5.537
.019
Urgency
RuleSeverity * Gender .561
1
.561
.396
.530
PunishmentSeverity * 14.140
1
14.140
9.978
.002
Consistency
PunishmentSeverity * .346
1
.346
.244
.621
Urgency
PunishmentSeverity * .256
1
.256
.181
.671
Gender
Consistency * Urgency .954
1
.954
.673
.412
Consistency * Gender .877
1
.877
.619
.432
Urgency * Gender
.311
1
.311
.220
.640
RuleSeverity *
.638
1
.638
.450
.503
PunishmentSeverity *
Consistency
RuleSeverity *
5.798
1
5.798
4.092
.044
PunishmentSeverity *
Urgency
RuleSeverity *
3.365
1
3.365
2.375
.124
PunishmentSeverity *
Gender
RuleSeverity *
2.130
1
2.130
1.503
.221
Consistency * Urgency
RuleSeverity *
.383
1
.383
.271
.603
Consistency * Gender
RuleSeverity *
1.751
1
1.751
1.235
.267
Urgency * Gender
PunishmentSeverity * 7.081
1
7.081
4.997
.026
Consistency * Urgency
PunishmentSeverity * 10.195
1
10.195
7.194
.008
Consistency * Gender
PunishmentSeverity * .620
1
.620
.438
.509
Urgency * Gender
Consistency * Urgency .021
1
.021
.015
.903
* Gender
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Partial Eta
Squared
.442
.802
.009
.003
.269
.003
.011
.025

Noncent.
Parameter
314.921
1611.616
3.709
1.123
146.449
1.014
4.610
10.397

Observed
Powerb
1.000
1.000
.485
.185
1.000
.171
.572
.896

.003

1.035

.174

.014

5.537

.651

.001
.024

.396
9.978

.096
.883

.001

.244

.078

.000

.181

.071

.002
.002
.001
.001

.673
.619
.220
.450

.130
.123
.075
.103

.010

4.092

.523

.006

2.375

.337

.004

1.503

.231

.001

.271

.081

.003

1.235

.198

.012

4.997

.606

.018

7.194

.763

.001

.438

.101

.000

.015

.052

RuleSeverity *
.000
0
.
PunishmentSeverity *
Consistency * Urgency
RuleSeverity *
.139
1
.139
PunishmentSeverity *
Consistency * Gender
RuleSeverity *
.940
1
.940
PunishmentSeverity *
Urgency * Gender
RuleSeverity *
1.723
1
1.723
Consistency * Urgency
* Gender
PunishmentSeverity * 2.221
1
2.221
Consistency * Urgency
* Gender
RuleSeverity *
.000
0
.
PunishmentSeverity *
Consistency * Urgency
* Gender
Error
563.968
398
1.417
Total
5505.000
428
Corrected Total
1010.213
427
a. R Squared = .442 (Adjusted R Squared = .401)
b. Computed using alpha = .05

.

.

.000

.000

.

.098

.754

.000

.098

.061

.663

.416

.002

.663

.128

1.216

.271

.003

1.216

.196

1.567

.211

.004

1.567

.239

.

.

.000

.000

.

Sig.
.000
.000
.073
.171
.000
.156
.030
.005

Partial Eta Noncent.
Squared Parameter
.446
320.390
.810
1698.025
.008
3.223
.005
1.885
.280
154.807
.005
2.020
.012
4.760
.020
8.146

Observed
Powerb
1.000
1.000
.433
.278
1.000
.294
.586
.813

.793

.000

.069

.058

.027

.012

4.914

.599

.741
.009

.000
.017

.110
6.932

.063
.747

.369

.002

.809

.146

.985

.000

.000

.050

Table 4
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: Deter Future Rule Violations By Teammates
Type III Sum
Source
of Squares df
Mean Square F
a
Corrected Model
434.908
29
14.997
11.048
Intercept
2304.953
1
2304.953
1698.025
RuleSeverity
4.375
1
4.375
3.223
PunishmentSeverity 2.559
1
2.559
1.885
Consistency
210.140
1
210.140
154.807
Urgency
2.742
1
2.742
2.020
Gender
6.461
1
6.461
4.760
RuleSeverity *
11.058
1
11.058
8.146
PunishmentSeverity
RuleSeverity *
.093
1
.093
.069
Consistency
RuleSeverity *
6.671
1
6.671
4.914
Urgency
RuleSeverity * Gender .149
1
.149
.110
PunishmentSeverity * 9.409
1
9.409
6.932
Consistency
PunishmentSeverity * 1.098
1
1.098
.809
Urgency
PunishmentSeverity * .000
1
.000
.000
Gender
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Consistency * Urgency .564
1
.564
Consistency * Gender 1.252
1
1.252
Urgency * Gender
1.674
1
1.674
RuleSeverity *
.860
1
.860
PunishmentSeverity *
Consistency
RuleSeverity *
4.232
1
4.232
PunishmentSeverity *
Urgency
RuleSeverity *
2.893
1
2.893
PunishmentSeverity *
Gender
RuleSeverity *
.492
1
.492
Consistency * Urgency
RuleSeverity *
.202
1
.202
Consistency * Gender
RuleSeverity *
3.886
1
3.886
Urgency * Gender
PunishmentSeverity * 4.920
1
4.920
Consistency * Urgency
PunishmentSeverity * 4.679
1
4.679
Consistency * Gender
PunishmentSeverity * .500
1
.500
Urgency * Gender
Consistency * Urgency .066
1
.066
* Gender
RuleSeverity *
.000
0
.
PunishmentSeverity *
Consistency * Urgency
RuleSeverity *
.183
1
.183
PunishmentSeverity *
Consistency * Gender
RuleSeverity *
.220
1
.220
PunishmentSeverity *
Urgency * Gender
RuleSeverity *
1.497
1
1.497
Consistency * Urgency
* Gender
PunishmentSeverity * 2.286
1
2.286
Consistency * Urgency
* Gender
RuleSeverity *
.000
0
.
PunishmentSeverity *
Consistency * Urgency
* Gender
Error
540.258
398
1.357
Total
5535.000
428
Corrected Total
975.166
427
a. R Squared = .446 (Adjusted R Squared = .406)
b. Computed using alpha = .05
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